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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Status of the Claims 

Claims 1-13, 17-23 and 26-33 are currently pending in the application. No claims 
have been amended, added, or cancelled. Therefore, claims 1-13, 17-23 and 26-33 are present 
for examination. Claims 1,18 and 27 are independent claims. 

Rejection under 35 U.S.C. S103. Fisher in view ofJennines 

Claims 1-13, 17-23 and 26-33 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over U.S. Patent Publication No. 2003/0126094 Al issued to Fisher et al. 
("Fisher") in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,825,003 issued to Jennings et al. ("Jennings"). 

Applicants respectfully submit that Fisher discloses "provid[ing] a trusted third 
party service known as a Persistent Dynamic Payment Service (PDPS) which links a network on 
which online e-commerce transactions are being carried out between payers and merchants, 
typically a public network such as the hitemet, and a private inter-bank payment network." 
(Fisher at paragraph 0025.) Fisher further discloses that "[i]t should also be noted that when the 
PDPS is referred to as a trusted third party... [that] it refers to the fact that it is a third party with 
respect to the payer and the merchant." {Id. at paragraph 0090.) Furthermore, in order to take 
advantage of the third party PDPS, a "cardholder registers with the PDPS and obtains a proxy 
account number in the normal syntax of a debit card number" and "it is also possible to use a 
user-Id which is not in the syntax of a debit accoimt number." The PSPD would "maintain a 
mapping of the user-ID against the preferred account number." {Id. at paragraphs 0135 and 
0137.) 

There are a number of reasons in which Fisher's implementation fails to teach or 
suggest, or even teaches away from the operations of claim 1, and similarly claims 18 and 27. 
One reason is that Fisher requires a third party (i.e., the PDPS) in order to implement its system. 
In contrast, claim 1 utilizes an already established financial network {e.g., the deposit account's 
financial network) to map indirect information {i.e., semi-private information) with direct 
information {i.e., private account information). Hence, claim 1 does not require a third party 
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entity as in Fisher, and in fact is specifically implemented to avoid the need for such an entity. 
This can be further demonstrated by Fisher's requirement that a cardholder register with the 
PDPS, and create a user-ID or receive a proxy account number. Claim 1 does not require the 
holder to register, create a user-E), or receive a proxy account number. Claim 1 simply utihzes 
indirect information (e.g., a name of a holder of the deposit account, a name of a relative of the 
holder of the deposit accoimt, a date meaningful to the holder of the deposit account, a truncated 
portion of the holder of the deposit account's social security number, etc.) in order to protect the 
actual account number. In other words, in claim 1 the holder does not have to complete any 
special registration with a PDPS because claim 1 simply utilizes information in which the 
financial institution has already obtained fi-om the holder. 

Conversely, Fisher requires the holder to register with the PSPD, provide the 
PSPD with additional personal information, receive a proxy account number or create a user-ID, 
direct a merchant to interface with the PSPD by providing the proxy account number or user-ID, 
and then complete the transaction. In contrast, claim 1 utilizes the financial institution which 
issued the deposit account to the holder and not a third party PSPD. When a request with 
indirect information is received, the financial institution determines a direct identification of the 
deposit account (e.g., the account number of the deposit account) from the indirect identification, 
and if the mapping is correct the requested transaction is completed. No registration, no third 
party entity, no additional infrastructure or setup is required as Fisher requires. 

Furthermore, Fisher fails to teach or suggest the operation of "issuing an 
instruction to credit the deposit account with the specified amount in accordance with the 
determined direct identification" as recited by claim 1. In fact, the Office Action at page 3 
concedes that "Fisher does not expressly disclose... issuing an instruction to credit the deposit 
account with the specified amount in accordance with the determined direct identification." 
Instead, the Office Action rehes on Jennings as disclosing such a feature. The Office Action 
cites Jennings at col. 27, line 48 - col. 28, line 21 as disclosing this element of claim 1. 
However, Applicants are unable to find any disclosure in this cited section (or in Jennings as a 
whole) which teaches or suggests that the credit to the deposit account in the specified amount is 
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in accordance with the direct information. As is recited in the claims, direct information is 
defined as "a primary account number for the deposit account, a routing number for the deposit 
account, or a transit number for the deposit accotmt." While Jennings does disclose "authorizing 
a credit to the destination account in the requested amount", Jennings nonetheless, fails to teach 
or suggest that such a credit is in accordance with determined direct information. In fact, 
Jennings makes no mention of direct information or even determining such information. As 
such, Applicants submit that Jeimings fails to teach or suggest that which is lacking fi-om Fisher. 
Therefore, for at least these reasons, Applicants submit that claim 1, and similarly claims 18 and 
27 are patentable over Fisher and Jennings, either individually, or when combined in any 
combination. 

Furthermore, claims 2-13, 17, 19-23, 26, and 28-33 depend from independent 
claims 1,18, and 27. Thus, by virtue of their dependence on an allowable independent claim, 
AppUcants submit that claims 2-13, 17, 19-23, 26, and 28-33 are also allowable. Accordingly, 
AppUcants respectfully request that this rejection be withdrawn. 

CONCLUSION 

In view of the foregoing, Applicants beheve all claims no\^ pending in this 
Application are in condition for allowance and an action to that end is r^pectfuUy requested. If 
the Examiner believes a telephone conference would expedite prosecution of this application, 
please telephone the undersigned at 303-571-4000. 




Respectfully submitted. 
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